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Abstract
A rise in student behaviors across the nation have forced educators to consider the most
appropriate means for reducing impulsive, defiant, oppositional and aggressive student
behaviors. Contrary to historical belief, zero tolerance policies and punitive measures that are
reliant on office referrals and suspensions make students feel isolated from the school
environment and perpetuate behavior. Growing empirical research supports an alternative
solution, social-emotional learning programs, that are commonly focused on student competency
development specific to self-awareness, self-management, social-awareness, relationship skills,
and responsible decision-making. Through the development of these social-emotional learning
skills, students demonstrate improved attitudes, behaviors and academic achievement, as well as
overall health and development that positively effect students in the school setting and beyond.
In order to support students in SEL development, school leaders have started investing resources
in social-emotional programs and curricula but have struggled to let data guide their selection of
a resource that is most suited to their student population. Therefore, this project will not only
provide a theoretical framework for social-emotional learning within schools as a solution to
maladaptive behavior but will also outline a process for data-informed decision-making that
school leaders can follow in order to explore and select a program or curricula for socialemotional learning that is most appropriate for their schools or districts.

Key Words: social-emotional learning, social-emotional learning competencies, data-informed
decision-making, student behavior
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Chapter 1: Problem Statement
Introduction
Many researchers over the last few decades have studied the effects of Social-Emotional
Learning (SEL) in schools. They have found that without SEL programs and interventions being
used and adequately implemented in schools, many students lack social-emotional competencies,
which negatively affects academic performance, behavior, and health (Durlak, et al., 2011).
Conversely, a wide scope of studies have concluded that when carefully selected and
implemented, school based, universal SEL programs improve social and emotional skills,
attitudes, behaviors, and academic achievement, as well as improve the overall health and
development of students (Durlak, et al., 2011).
Even though research has shown “that the awareness, appraisal, and understanding of
emotions are critical to the creation of a positive classroom climate that encourages effective
instructional engagement for students and teachers” (Garner, 2010, p. 303), there is widespread
underuse and implementation of these curriculums and programs for many reasons. Some
reasons include inadequate teacher preparation (Waajid, Garner & Owen, 2013), inappropriate
use of school counselors (Reiner & Hernandez, 2013) and the lack of using data “to inform
[school] decisions regarding the selection, implementation or assessment of programs and
strategies” (Jones, et al., 2017, p. 65).
If SEL programs and curriculums are not adequately selected or implemented, then they
are not supplying behavioral, academic and wellness benefits to students in our schools. In order
to improve the use and fidelity of social-emotional learning resources, careful analysis of data
should be used to determine programs or curriculum for a school or district. This is essential so
that the investment being made in SEL resources leads to the intended improvements in student
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social-emotional skills, behaviors, academic achievement, and individual well-being. Therefore,
providing school leaders and administrators with sufficient research about the effectiveness of
implementing potential SEL materials is crucial to supporting the successful and proper use of
social-emotional learning in schools.
Importance and Rationale of the Project
21st-century schools across the country, face a wide range of challenges. One challenge
schools have been tasked with is “serving culturally diverse students with varied abilities and
motivations for learning” (Durlak, et al., 2011, p. 405). To serve these diverse student
populations, schools must make it a priority to create a caring and encouraging school
environment that promotes the well-being of all students and supplies necessary interventions
that help our youth work toward their potential for life success. Unfortunately, a national sample
of 148,189 sixth to twelfth graders reported that only 29% of students surveyed were able to say
that their school provided such an environment. Furthermore, 40%-60% of students became
chronically disengaged and 30% of high school students engaged in multiple high-risk behaviors
such as substance use, sex, violence, depression, or attempted suicide. These high-risk behaviors
are typically factors that interfere with school performance and potential life success (Durlak, et
al., 2011). Durlak’s research team (2011) also found that 29%-45% of students reported they had
social competencies such as empathy, decision making, and conflict resolution skills. Their
belief is that this lack of student social-emotional competencies has led to a lack of connectivity
and a sense of belonging for students in their school environment, thus negatively affecting
academic performance, behavior, and health across the country (Durlak, et al., 2011).
A large number of studies have been conducted that support the “importance of social
and emotional functioning for behavioral and academic success” (Ross & Tolan, 2018, p. 1172).
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Therefore, the research community has come to a consensus that making “SEL skills and
competencies a central feature” of a child’s educational journey will lead to SEL skill mastery
and subsequently helps students “do better in school and have more successful careers and better
mental and physical health as adults” (Jones, et al., 2017, p. 49). With ample support from the
research community that SEL in schools is imperative for student success, schools across the
country began investing in curriculums, programs, training, and resources to promote the socialemotional development of their students (Weissberg, et al., 2003).
By 2002, there were already over 250 social and emotional learning programs that
CASEL, the Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning, created an advisory
panel to assess (Weissberg, et al., 2003). Their panelists narrowed in on 80 SEL programs that
were designed for implementation over at least two years and were geared toward use with
general education students, rather than a special education or at-risk population. The team further
assessed those 80 programs and deemed 22 of them to be “select” programs for having
outstanding focus on “instruction to enhance students’ self-awareness, social awareness, selfmanagement, responsible decision making, and relationship skills” (Weissberg, et al., 2003, p.
48), as well as “scientific evidence of effectiveness” and “on-site professional development to
support implementation” (p. 48). This was one step toward supporting educators to make
informed decisions regarding effective program selection and use rather than pursuing programs
based on the latest fads, that are often untested and unproven (Weissberg, et al., 2003).
However, challenges still exist as educators pursue the use of social-emotional learning resources
in their schools and districts. The first challenge to overcome is the school or district’s initial
decision to invest in SEL resources that promote student competencies. While overcoming
“unpredictable, short-term funding patterns” (Weissberg, et al., 2003, p. 46) may be the first step
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toward following the evidence in support of social-emotional programming and interventions, it
is not the only step. Other challenges still exist beyond a district or school’s initial investment.
Some remaining challenges include insufficient dosage, duration, and effectiveness of
implementation, fragmentation or marginalization of learned skills, as well as limited staff
training across settings (teachers, administrators, cafeteria monitors, bus drivers, etc.). Further,
the limited use of data when selecting, implementing, or assessing the use of social-emotional
programs and strategies is of significant concern (Jones, et al., 2017, p. 64-66). By combatting
some of these remaining problems, there is greater likelihood that schools across the country
carefully select, implement, and assess the use of SEL resources used with students and therefore
enhance student skills and competencies that lead to success in school and in life.
Background of Project
Despite widespread support and enthusiasm toward SEL, “most school systems have not
yet adopted a set of policies that prioritize the development and assessment of social-emotional
competencies (SEC), inform district-wide decision making about SEL, and coordinate the
implementation of evidence-based SEL practices” (LaRocca & Krachman, 2018, p. 3). Although
CASEL has done ample research on “select” programs to support school leaders in selecting
effective programs or curriculum for social-emotional learning (Weissberg, et al., 2003), few
schools are using this existing data to inform their selection, despite general trends toward datadriven decision making in schools (Jones, et al., 2017, p. 66). The underuse of data in this
process leads to further complications when selecting and utilizing programs that are most suited
to the unique context of a school or district (Jones, et al., 2017). Without a process for analyzing
existing programs in alignment with an educational community’s unique context, schools may
miss the opportunity to select appropriate resources that enhance student social-emotional skills.
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This missed opportunity could perpetuate the lack of social-emotional skills in students that
negatively affect academic performance, behavior, and health across the country (Durlak, et al.,
2011) rather than assist students in developing social-emotional competencies that enhance
overall well-being and success in both school and in life (Jones, et al., 2017).
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this project is to analyze some of the most evidence-based SEL programs,
practices, and curricula and develop an outline for school leaders to follow that will support them
in data-driven decision-making toward the selection and subsequent implementation of socialemotional learning within their schools. With ample research that displays the effectiveness of
existing SEL resources within various contexts, the information that will guide my project
already exists. There are also existing models with elaborate procedures for analyzing the fit and
feasibility of a program for use within a school or district (Metz & Louison, 2018). However,
what does not yet exist to aid school leaders in this data-informed selection process is a
comprehensive list that showcases some of the most utilized programs, practices, and curricula.
By creating such a resource, educators will be able to be more data-driven in their selection and
implementation of social-emotional learning. With more intentional selection and awareness of
how to implement various SEL programs within schools, leaders should see enhanced
competencies and skills in their students that lead to improved behavior, academic achievement,
and overall health (Durlak, et al., 2011). This resource will prove effective if its use leads to
data-driven selection of SEL materials and training, that in turn results in improved SEL
competencies of students that are measured by implementing and assessing a school or district’s
selected program with fidelity.
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Objective of Project
The objective of this project is to develop a comprehensive list of potential SEL resources
to be considered and a subsequent process for determining the fit and feasibility of three of those
programs within a school or district’s given context. This comprehensive list and process of datainformed decision-making will support school leaders when making SEL selection decisions, so
that materials can be implemented with fidelity and students have a better likelihood of learning
SEL skills and competencies that result in student success and connectivity. In order to achieve
this objective, I will first explore existing research on social-emotional programs, practices and
curricula. With ample research on ten existing SEL materials, I will begin to identify key
information of each program that will then be analyzed and considered by a data team in
correspondence with the six contextual fit and feasibility indicators of the Hexagon Discussion
and Analysis Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018). By arranging existing information from research
studies on specific SEL resources into a comprehensive list for school leaders and providing a
subsequent process for program consideration, districts will be able to better engage with the
Hexagon model and make data-informed selection decisions for their schools.
Definition of Key Terms
Social-Emotional Learning (SEL): Targeted learning that promotes social and emotional
competencies for students in order to foster affective, cognitive, and behavioral skills among
students. Social-emotional learning programs have been found effective in improving an array of
outcomes, “including social skills, attitudes, behavior, and academic performance” (Lawson, et
al., 2019, p. 457).
Social-Emotional Competencies (SEC): Five interrelated skills, identified by CASEL
(Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning), that are core components taught
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within SEL programs or curricula, including self-awareness, self-management, social awareness,
relationship skills, and responsible decision-making (Lawson, et al., 2019, p. 457).
Scope of Project
The purpose of this project is to analyze data proving the effectiveness of existing SEL
programs and curricula in order to create a list for school leaders to use in their decision-making
process for selection. This list will better inform educators when analyzing the fit and feasibility
of a few programs for potential selection. While this list will be most beneficial to educators who
are using the Hexagon model, it may also be useful for school leaders who are not guiding their
decision-making using this discussion and analysis tool. However, it is recommended that the
use of this comprehensive list be done in collaboration with the Hexagon Discussion and
Analysis Tool for improved consideration of a school or district’s contextual needs.
This project will not create new social-emotional learning materials, resources, programs
or curricula for school use. Rather, the existing data on SEL programs will be disseminated to
identify key attributes of a resource and the context in which it is most effective so that a
program can be carefully considered in collaboration with the six indicators for fit and
feasibility: need, fit, capacity, evidence, usability and supports (Metz & Louison, 2018). These
resources seek to support school leaders in making more data-informed decisions when engaging
in the selection process for SEL programs. While it is this project’s subsequent goal that datainformed selection will lead to fidelity in implementation and data-informed assessment, this
project does not address school challenges or solutions for implementation and assessment.
Therefore, this project’s focus on intentional selection does not guarantee successful
implementation of social-emotional learning programs or practices within schools.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
At the beginning of the 21st century, educational researchers like Safran and Oswald
(2003) began paying attention to the “increase in aggressive and delinquent behaviors in schools
throughout the country” and deemed the behavioral challenges educators were facing to have
“reached critical proportions” (p. 361). While educators and policymakers scrambled to find
solutions, research began to show that without social-emotional learning programs and
interventions in our schools focused on developing social-emotional competencies, students lack
the skills needed to improve academic performance, behavior and health (Durlak, et al., 2011).
Yet, widespread support and enthusiasm toward SEL selection and implementation was not
enough to lead to evidence-based adoption and implementation of programs focused on
developing social-emotional competencies in schools (LaRocca & Krachman, 2018).
This project focuses on the use of SEL programs within the school setting as a means for
improving student behavior and emphasizes the necessity of a data-driven process for decisionmaking that would improve the selection and use of social-emotional learning resources in
schools. This chapter will discuss contributing theories that led to the emergence of socialemotional learning and programming within schools. Further discussion will be held surrounding
disciplinary responses that have historically been used to reduce problem behaviors and how
SEL emerged as an alternative solution. After addressing a shift toward social-emotional
learning as a common behavioral intervention within schools, this chapter will discuss key
components of effective and frequently used SEL programs. Subsequently, this literature review
will discuss the importance of data-driven decision making by administrators as they consider
appropriate programming, such as SEL programs, for use within their schools.
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Theory and Rationale
Contributing Theories of Social-Emotional Learning
Ross and Tolan (2018) state that the idea of “[social-emotional learning] arose from
theories of emotional intelligence” (p. 1171), and suggests that ““non-cognitive” skills are just
as, if not more important, than “cognitive” skills” (p. 1172) for success in both school and in life.
This theory of emotional intelligence (EI) and contributing theories first emerged in the 1920’s
when Thorndike discussed the ability to “understand and manage other people” through acting
“wisely” in human relations (Wood, 2020, p. 153). By the 1940’s, Wechsler had determined that
“non-intellective” skills were essential for success in life, but Wood (2020) asserts that it was
Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences and his “notions of interpersonal and intrapersonal
intelligences” (Wood, 2020, p. 153) that laid the foundation for theories of emotional intelligence
regarding oneself and others.
Several theoretical contributions under the umbrella of emotional intelligence have
emerged and culminated in the creation and wide-spread implementation of social-emotional
learning within schools (Wood, 2020). Wanless and Domitrovich (2015) state that the evolution
of social and emotional interventions is not solely rooted in educational research, but rather in a
range of traditions, such as “social work, child psychiatry, public health, psychology, and
prevention” (p. 1037).
Aksoy and Gresham (2020) affirm this notion as they analyze five theories and their
disciplines that have informed existing SEL programs. These theories discussed are not the only
theories that have contributed to the foundation of social-emotional learning interventions,
although they do provide valuable insight into the contributing fields of study and historical
theories that support the use of SEL as a behavioral intervention within schools.
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Cognitive-Behavioral Theory. The first theory discussed by Aksoy and Gresham
(2020) is the cognitive-behavioral theory. Cognitive development theories emphasize the
development of thought structures, while behavioral theories focus on the factors that influence
human behavior. Therefore, cognitive-behavioral theory is “a structured approach to assist
children in resolving their problem behaviors and maladaptive emotions by supporting their
thinking forms or cognitions” (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020, p. 1520). Social workers and other
mental health providers, both in the community and in our schools, commonly use cognitivebehavioral therapy (CBT), which is rooted in the cognitive-behavioral theory, because it
combines an individual’s “mental processes that affect how one feels and behaves” (cognitive
theory) with “determining contingencies of the external environmental phenomena of respondent
stimuli and operant reinforcing consequence” (behavioral theory) (Early & Grady, 2017, p. 39).
Therefore, this theory put into practice emphasizes the role of both internal and external factors
as an explanation for human behavior and further attests that personal factors and environmental
factors contribute to behavioral growth in humans (Early & Grady, 2017).
Several cognitive-behavioral, educational and social learning theories, based on the work
of Vygotsky, Ellis, Bandura and Seligman, have informed the development of social-emotional
programs such as the “You Can Do It! Education” program. (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). Socialemotional interventions rooted in the cognitive-behavioral theory, like “You Can Do It!
Education”, help children learn to self-evaluate, socially problem solve, and then self-monitor as
they challenge their own irrational thoughts and change them into “rational self-talk" (Aksoy &
Gresham, 2020, p. 1520). Aksoy and Gresham (2020) conclude that by focusing on key socialemotional competencies, this program is designed to help children acquire positive socialemotional, behavioral and achievement outcomes through the cognitive-behavioral theory.
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The cognitive-behavioral theory aligns with CASEL’s Model of five SEL factors that
focuses on self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationships skills, and
responsible decision making (Ross & Tolan, 2018) as a structured learning approach to support
cognition toward improved social-emotional competencies. CASEL asserts that the development
of these competencies further leads to positive short- and long-term outcomes, including
improved social behavior and mental health (Durlak, et al., 2011).
Cultural-Historical Theory. Another contributing theory to the work of socialemotional learning is the cultural-historical theory. This theory, rooted in Lev Vygotsky’s work,
places an emphasis on nurture and the role of “social and cultural environments” that foster child
development (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020, p. 1521). Unlike cognitivist theories, the culturalhistorical theory views “the self as being embedded within sociocultural contexts and
intrinsically interwoven with them” (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 2004, p. 475). Further, Stetsenko
and Arievitch (2004) focus on the role of oneself as an agent within a profoundly social and
relational society and that these “historical processes of human development represent a unique
form of evolution that goes beyond adaptation to the demands of physical environments (p. 482).
Another social-emotional program that Aksoy and Gresham (2020) analyze, now rooted
in the cultural-historical theory, is “The Tools of the Mind” intervention. This intervention is
designed for early childhood students and focuses on the role of the teacher in helping model
self-regulation in the social context of the classroom so that students can also use tools to help
themselves and their peers regulate (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). These opportunities for social
interactions that require collaboration and cooperation are imperative for enhancing and
nurturing cognitive skills according to the cultural-historical theory. Further, this theory has been
foundational in practices such as “mentoring, collaboration, coaching, cooperative learning, joint
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problem solving, and other forms of assisted learning” (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020, p. 1521),
which are all aspects of the “The Tools of the Mind” social-emotional intervention program.
Brain-Based Research Theory. Another theory that provides basis for social-emotional
learning is the brain-based research theory, according to Aksoy and Gresham (2020). They
acknowledge the importance of the field of neuroscience for advancing this theory and the notion
that various forms of stimulation are important to the development of the brain. Rose (2003)
focused on the way stimuli in the teaching and learning environments impact the physical brain
in the brain-based research theory. Further, Rose (2003) states that students have five basic needs
including, survival, fun, belonging/love, power, and freedom, and when those needs are not met
through appropriate stimuli, their behavior will attempt to satisfy their unmet need in an alternate
way. By combining work from social-emotional, cultural and physical domains, with this
understanding of brain-based research theory, educators can utilize programming that best
supports “intrinsic motivation, altruism and prosocial behaviors by way of mindfulness” (Aksoy
& Gresham, 2020, p. 1523).
One program that is rooted in this theory is the “Conscious Discipline: Building Resilient
Classrooms” program. Through opportunities for listening to music, physical education and
gross motor activities, this program can support brain development and subsequently can
increase student achievement (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). Providing “opportunities to children to
get involved in activities” (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020, p. 1522) is a key attribute of this brainbased program. While the brain-based research theory influences the type of instruction provided
in many SEL programs or curricula, this theory alone is not the foundation of social-emotional
learning within schools.
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Temperament Theory. Aksoy and Gresham (2020) then go on to discuss the
temperament theory, which is focused on a child’s temperament or an individual’s “constant
style of reaction” that is exhibited “across a number of settings, especially against stress or
change” (p. 1523). This theory comes from the field of biology and seeks to understand “how
and why children behave differently in responses to school” (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020, p. 1523).
With an understanding of why children behave in certain ways, the environment can be changed
to respond to a child’s temperament (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). According to Henderson and
Wachs (2007), the temperament model is focused on two major dimensions of behavior,
reactivity and self-regulation, dimensions rooted in both cognition and emotion, which are key
facets of social-emotional learning. Therefore, ongoing studies regarding the development of
temperament and the impact it has on self-regulation is important to inform the work of socialemotional learning and subsequent programs and practices (Henderson & Wachs, 2007).
One program that is already rooted in the temperament theory is the “INSIGHTS” SEL
program, which utilizes responsive teaching and parenting to match learning opportunities with
the temperament of the child as a means for improving reactivity and self-regulation (Aksoy &
Gresham, 2020). Therefore, the role of the teacher and parent in this SEL program are crucial as
these stakeholders are provided training that help them recognize and respond with discipline
strategies that will support the child’s social-emotional development in a way that is unique to
their temperament (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). While this theory has been proven effective within
the INSIGHTS program model, it is not a typical theoretical basis within schools, as most
programs are structured with the belief that behavioral change occurs through teaching and
practicing in a structured classroom setting (Ross & Tolan, 2018, p. 173) so the student can adapt
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behavior in response to the environment, rather than by changing the environment in response to
the student’s temperament for improved reactivity and self-regulation.
Multisensory Theory. One final theory discussed by Aksoy and Gresham (2020) that
informs practices for social-emotional learning is the multisensory theory. This theory is also
known as the VAKT (visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile) model, emphasizes the presentation of
information through different modalities (Moustafa, 1999). This comprehensive theory for
learning asserts that children learn better when information is presented in different ways and
that social-emotional learning through multisensory methods provides a plethora of ways for
students to develop cognitive skills and social skills that foster social-emotional competence
(Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). This theory is supported by research as an effective teaching
technique especially for students in kindergarten through second grade and therefore, is valuable
when providing social-emotional learning opportunities in programs such as “Social Skills in
Pictures, Stories and Songs”.
Synthesis of Research
Historical Responses to Student Behavior
Whitted (2011) states that historically, educators have been ill-equipped for responding to
children’s “disruptive, aggressive, oppositional, and noncompliant behavior” (p. 1) so they have
responded with punitive disciplinary measures that often perpetuate the problem. The problem is
perpetuated because students who are unable to meet behavioral expectations and who face
punitive consequences can “become alienated from the school setting” (Whitted, 2011, p. 1).
When children feel alienated in this way, it is likely that they will further “become withdrawn
and socially isolated or act out behaviorally” (Whitted, 2011, p. 1), thus perpetuating the cycle of
concerning behaviors and failing to address the social-emotional deficits that are at the root of
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the problem. This has led to reform over the years in which educators have moved away from
punitive practices and toward school-based positive behavior supports such as programs for
social-emotional learning (Safran & Oswald, 2003).
Punitive Practices. In 2003, Safran and Oswald identified that an “increase in aggressive
and delinquent behaviors in schools throughout the country [had] reached critical proportions”
(p. 361). In response to increasing behaviors, community members and lawmakers began
expecting educators to respond more effectively, so schools began implementing “get tough” and
“zero tolerance” policies (Safran & Oswald, 2003, p. 361). What educators soon realized,
however, was that these punitive and reactionary measures “may actually heighten the incidence
and severity of the behaviors they are designed to reduce” (Safran & Oswald, 2003, p. 361) and
that zero tolerance policies further exacerbate growing behavioral concerns, while failing “to
teach students preventative strategies” (Kline, 2016, p. 97).
Not only do punitive practices fail to teach preventative strategies, but data has also
shown that exclusionary disciplinary actions, where a student is removed from their normal
learning environment, can lead to “negative outcomes for students, particularly racial/ethnic
minority students and students with disabilities” (Petrosino, et al., 2017, p. i). In 2014, the U.S.
Department of Education Office for Civil Rights responded to these disparities with a
recommendation that districts across the country examine their disciplinary policies and
determine if exclusionary disciplinary practices were utilized disproportionately with subgroups
of students (Petrosino, Fronius, Goold, Losen & Turner, 2017). These researchers and the Urban
School Improvement Alliance further encouraged district leaders to use their model for analyzing
student-level disciplinary data in order to increase awareness toward potential inequities and the
relationship of disciplinary types with student outcomes later in life (Petrosino, et al., 2017, p.
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19). As researchers have continued evaluating the use of punitive punishments and inequitable
implementation for subgroups of students, the educational community has had to consider
potential alternatives for responding to student behaviors (Petrosino, et al., 2017, p. i).
Restorative Practices. One potential alternative in response to student behavior that
moves away from the inequities and negative outcomes of punitive action, is the practice of
restorative justice. Restorative justice is “built from the belief that we are all connected through a
web of relationships and when a wrongdoing has occurred, the web becomes torn” (Kline, 2016,
p. 97). Kline (2016) explains that when this web has been torn, restorative practices emphasize
“making things right and repairing the tear” (p. 97). Research regarding restorative practices
acknowledges that suspensions are the top predictor of students dropping out, because students
are then missing opportunities for learning. Further, when students return to school, “feelings of
frustration may lead to reoccurring behaviors” (Kline, 2016, p. 98). Therefore, when schools
move away from exclusionary discipline and promote the well-being of all students through
teaching conflict resolution skills and positive relationships among students and stakeholders,
educators can put an end to the detrimental cycle of exclusionary discipline (Kline, 2016, p. 98).
Restorative practices also reject zero tolerance policies because they “fail to teach and
promote appropriate behavior” (Kline, 2016, p. 99). Kline (2016) insists that instead, these
practices help improve a school’s culture by “promoting inclusion, community, self-efficacy,
self-worth, and [teaching] all involved strategies to resolve conflict and manage misbehavior in a
peaceful manner” (p. 99). This dualistic approach is unique in that it is both preventative and
reactive and creates an inclusive alternative in response to student behavior, whereas punishment
alone is only reactive and perpetuates an attitude of “us versus them” (Kline, 2016).

22

Positive Behavior Systems. School-wide positive behavior systems (PBS) offer another
alternative to traditional disciplinary practices because they recognize that a range of variables
can affect a person’s behavior, according to Safran and Oswald (2003). PBS also uses a more
holistic framework, founded on the principles of applied behavior analysis (ABA) and is reliant
on positive and collaborative work to prevent problem behaviors through “altering a situation
before problems escalate” and teaching “appropriate alternatives” (Safran & Oswald, 2003, p.
361). Irvin and his colleagues (2004) agree that through teaching and reinforcing desired
behaviors, “the number of students with serious behavior problems will be reduced and the
school climate will improve” (p. 131).
Aside from contributing principles from ABA therapy, positive behavior support is also a
logical extension of Skinner’s emphasis on principles of behavior, which include the appropriate
design of environments (Irvin, et al., 2004, p. 132). This principle acknowledges the importance
of clear expectations, active instruction regarding appropriate behaviors, consistent
acknowledgement systems, and “systematic interventions to prevent problem behaviors form
compromising the effectiveness of ongoing delivery of instruction” (Irvin, et al., 2004, p. 132).
In conclusion, by utilizing school-wide PBS, schools and districts are more prepared for
behavioral challenges, and therefore, stakeholders are more likely to “weather behavioral storms
in a healthier and more productive manner” (Safran & Oswald, 2003, p. 371) in comparison to
educators who are responding with historically unsuccessful disciplinary practices.
Rationale for the Use of Social-Emotional Learning Within Schools
Out of these historical responses to student behavior and supporting theoretical research,
the common practice of social-emotional learning within schools has emerged. Whitted (2011)
explains that there are several promising prevention and intervention programs that move away
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from punitive disciplinary practices and instead help promote student emotional and social
competence in order to reduce “impulsive behavior, defiance, and oppositional and aggressive
behavior” (p. 5). In response to school behaviors, the SEL framework also “reduces aggressive
antisocial behavior” (Portnow, Downer & Brown, 2015, p. 1). These programs support the notion
that children who have mastered SEL skills are able to “get along better with others, do better in
school, and have more successful careers and better mental and physical health as adults” (Jones,
Barnes, Bailey & Doolittle, 2017, p. 49). A plethora of research exists that not only discusses the
benefits of social-emotional learning within schools, but also examines the framework and key
competencies addressed within most SEL programs or curricula.
Similarities with the Positive Youth Development (PYD) Framework. One
framework that has significant parallels with the social-emotional learning approach is the
Positive Youth Development framework. This focus of PYD is to align adolescent strengths
with external resources and opportunities to promote optimal development (Ross & Tolan, 2018,
p. 1171). This strengths-based perspective, focused on opportunity, rather than deficit, is also a
key attribute of social-emotional learning, but SEL emphasizes “specific skill promotion and
behavior change through teaching and practicing” (Ross & Tolan, 2018, p. 1173) rather than
alignment of resources and strengths. PYD and SEL both aim to help students find success
within their environments, through “increased positive relationships, social supports, and
opportunities that strengthen assets” (Taylor, et al., 2017, p. 1156). By viewing social-emotional
learning as a means for positive youth development, long-term positive effects can be observed
“across diverse geographic contexts and age groups” (Taylor, et al., 2017, p. 1168).
Social-Emotional Learning (SEL) Framework. The development of the socialemotional learning framework, specifically within schools, emerged from findings that social
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and emotional skills influence development, while there was simultaneously “concern that
schools were not addressing the mental health and social development needs of students” (Ross
& Tolan, 2018, p. 1172). This framework recognizes the well-established link between wellimplemented SEL programming and positive social, emotional and behavioral outcomes for
children, and because children spend a significant portion of their time in school, schools have
become a critical context for promoting social-emotional learning (Oberle, et al., 2016).
Core Social-Emotional Learning Competencies. Research stresses that a systemic
approach for SEL within schools includes both classroom-based programming, as well as schoolwide strategies that both promote five core intrapersonal, interpersonal and cognitive
competencies established by the Collaborative to Advance Social Emotional Learning (CASEL),
including (1) self-awareness, (2) self-management, (3) social awareness, (4) relationship skills,
and (5) responsible decision-making skills (Oberle, et al., 2016, p. 280). Further, CASEL
suggests that these key SEL competencies should be at the forefront of all, key program features,
including program design, program coordination, educator preparation and support, and program
evaluation (Payton, et al., 2000, p. 179). These key competencies and program features of
effective social-emotional learning programs were derived to “provide educators with a research
and theoretically based framework for selecting quality school-based prevention programs”
(Payton, et al., 2000, p. 184). Researchers who evaluate SEL programming further recommend
that an effective social-emotional learning program follow the SAFE model, which emphasizes a
sequenced, active, focused and explicit approach to implementation (Oberle, et al., 2016). “Only
if SEL is implemented effectively can we expect students to gain the maximum benefits in the
form of positive student outcomes” (Oberle, et al., 2016, p. 283).
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Benefits of Social-Emotional Learning. There are many benefits for all stakeholders
when SEL programs are implemented effectively within schools. Some of these benefits are
long-term, while others are short-term. Oberle and her colleagues (2016) state in their review that
teachers can spend less time on classroom management when SEL is implemented effectively,
and therefore, these teachers experience “higher levels of efficacy and personal accomplishment”
(p. 281). One short-term benefit of preventative social-emotional learning implementation that it
helps prevent against a deteriorating classroom climate and feelings of emotional exhaustion that
can lead to educator burnout (Oberle, et al., 2016, p. 282).
When children are proficient in the core SEL competencies established by CASEL, there
are several long-term benefits, including greater capability for integrating “feeling, thinking and
behaving to master important tasks in school and in life” (Oberle, et al., 2016, p. 280). Further,
SEL equips children with lasting tools that enable them to “make good, healthy and responsible
decisions” and fight against considerable challenges that “children and youth in our society today
are faced with” (Oberle, et al., 2016, p. 282). This means that children who have developed
grater social-emotional competence are therefore more prepared for college and obtain greater
success in their careers (Greenberg, et al., 2017). In addition to college and career success, these
students have more positive relationships, better mental health, and a greater capacity for
becoming engaged citizens (Greenberg, et al., 2017). For this reason, some researchers argue that
SEL programs are “an ideal foundation for a public health approach to education” (Greenberg, et
al., 2017, p. 13) that seeks to improve the general population’s well-being.
Target Demographic of SEL Programs. Some programs, such as Strong Start K-2, are
developed for a specific demographic and have conducted research to determine that when
implemented with integrity, their curriculum leads to “significant increases in student knowledge
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about emotion situations and significant decreases in student internalizing behaviors” (Whitcomb
& Merrell, 2012, p. 63), in this case, for lower-elementary students. Other programs have used
longitudinal studies to examine trends when interventions are used from year to year. The
Second Step program, one of the most widely used SEL programs across the United States, has
conducted studies that showcase the effectiveness of their curriculum when explicit and implicit
learning strategies are grade-specific and developmentally appropriate (Low, Smolkowski, Cook,
& Defosses, 2019, p. 416). Other program studies analyze follow-up data to determine student
trajectories after implementation of interventions, such as the Positive Action (PA) program
(Duncan, et al., 2018). Considering the demographic studied when researching SEL programs
and their efficacy is an important factor when selecting an SEL program to implement.
While countless unique studies like this contribute to “the growing empirical evidence
regarding the positive impact of SEL programs” (Durlak, et al., 2011, p. 405), it can become
overwhelming for school leaders to determine which curriculum or program for social-emotional
learning is best for the students they serve. Subsequently, “few schools are using data to inform
their decisions regarding the selection, implementation or assessment of programs and strategies”
(Jones, et al., 2017, p. 65).
Data-Informed Decision Making
According to Safran and Oswald (2003), positive behavior systems should include
“databased decision making and team collaboration” (p. 361). They also state that PBS should,
“be accessible, reliable, and consider multiple data sources... if these supports are to be
successfully implemented” (p. 364). This idea of data-informed decision making is not unique to
the selection and implementation of SEL within schools.
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The Impact of Reform Movements. Murrary (2014) suggests that “the phrase ‘datainformed decision-making’ has become part of the lexicon of the American educator” (p. 1) in
response to No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and earlier reform movements such as A Nation at
Risk. These movements “stressed the importance of using data in making education decisions
and assessing educational progress” (Murray, 2014, p. 1) and increased accountability
requirements for educators across the nation (Kekahio & Baker, 2013, p. 1). In response,
researchers began developing frameworks that would guide educators in developing data teams
and conducting data-informed conversations when making decisions regarding “instruction,
programming and professional development” (Kekahio & Baker, 2013, p. 1-2).
Frameworks for Data-Informed Practices. One framework developed by Kekahio and
Baker (2013) emphasizes five steps to a data-informed conversation. These steps include (1)
setting the stage, (2) examining the data, (3) understanding the findings, (4) developing an action
plan, and (5) monitoring progress and measuring success, in order to “identify the resources and
personnel needed to collect and organize data and provide diverse perspectives on questions,
analyses, and actions” (Kekahio & Baker, 2013, p. 2). Another framework developed by Metz
and Louison (2018) at the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, was the Hexagon
model, an exploration tool for discussion and analysis. This tool is most commonly used during
the exploration stage and looks at data to determine the fit and feasibility of program
implementation prior to selection (Metz & Louison, 2018, p. 3).
Research-Based Implementation and Assessment. Not only should data be considered
when selecting and analyzing the effectiveness of a social-emotional learning intervention or
program, but schools should be using “research-based effective teaching and behavior
management practices” throughout program implementation to “promote student learning and
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engagement” (Ervin, et al., 2007, p. 8). Further, a data-informed is crucial when determining the
effectiveness of interventions and assessing acquired social-emotional competencies of students
(LaRocca & Krachman, 2018). LaRocca and Krachman (2018) further stress that a datainformed approach to SEL is “crucial to educating todays’ students because it informs the
system-wide integration of SEL into school culture and practice, and it helps educators invest in
strategies that work for all students” (p. 3).
The Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool. There are even models that schools and
districts can use when analyzing data to decide between more than one new program or practice
to be implemented within their buildings. One model that was developed by the Frank Porter
Graham Child Development Institute at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, to
support organizations with evaluating the fit and feasibility of implementing a new program or
practice within their given context, is the Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool (Metz &
Louison, 2018). This tool is useful for considering the program indicators (evidence, usability
and supports) and implementing site indictors (need, fit and capacity) that guide leaders in their
decision making. While this model can be used at any stage of program implementation, it is
most useful in the exploration stage to identify a resource best fit for the local context (Metz &
Louison, 2018).
Metz and Louison (2018) further explain steps that should be taken prior to use and
during use of the Hexagon Tool. Steps prior to use include establishing a shared understanding of
population need, reviewing pertinent discussion questions and identifying a team to participate in
the discussion. Steps during use include reviewing and discussing indicator questions, rating
components of a program or practice on a 5-point Likert scale and using discussion notes and
ratings to make recommendations for program or practice use (Metz & Louison, 2018). Metz and
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Louison (2018) even provide detailed discussion questions and uniquely written 5-point Likert
scale rating options for teams to utilize when reviewing each program or practice. For example,
as a team discusses the “need” indicator, one pertinent question this resource suggests they
consider is, “Who is the identified focus population? Are there subpopulations? If so, please
describe.” (Metz & Louison, 2018, p. 7). Further, discussion question answers inform the
selection of a rating regarding the “need” on a scale of 1 (Does Not Meet Need) to 5 (Strongly
Meets Need). These ratings should not be used in solidarity to determine the most appropriate
program or practice for implementation, but rather should be considered along with the
discussion question notes (Metz & Louison, 2018, p. 4).
Summary
Wood (2020) explains that several theoretical contributions that fall under the umbrella of
emotional intelligence have emerged and culminated in the creation and wide-spread
implementation of social-emotional learning within schools. Some of these contributing theories
that have guided the creation and implementation of SEL programs and curricula include the
cognitive-behavioral theory, the cultural-historical theory, the brain-based research theory, the
temperament theory, and the multisensory theory (Aksoy & Gresham, 2020). Wanless and
Domitrovich (2015) conclude that these emotional interventions are not solely rooted in
educational research, but have been developed from a range of fields, such as “social work, child
psychiatry, public health, psychology, and prevention” (p. 1037).
With these theoretical foundations in mind, hundreds of social-emotional learning
resources have been developed and ample research, such as the metanalyses done by Jones and
her colleagues (2017) as well as Durlak and his colleagues (2011), provide evidence for the
effectiveness of these school-based interventions. They also conclude that in order for SEL
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programs to benefit students, they must be “well designed and well conducted” (Durlak, et al.,
2011, p. 418). With this growing empirical evidence for the effectiveness of many SEL
programs, educators are left with the complicated task of selecting which resources are best for
implementation within the unique contexts of their schools. Therefore, providing school leaders
with a comprehensive approach for using data to select SEL resources is crucial for the effective
“integration of SEL into school culture and practice” (LaRocca & Krachman, 2018, p. 3).
Conclusion
In conclusion, the research suggests that schools or districts should prioritize the
development of social-emotional competencies and subsequently allocate necessary resources to
“develop the structures needed to conduct and sustain high-quality SEL programming (Oberle, et
al., 2016, p. 278). When selecting appropriate social-emotional learning interventions, it is
crucial for implementation, educators must be data-informed in order to select programs that are
well designed and able to be effectively implemented (Durlak, et al., 2011, p. 418). Since the
context is important to consider when analyzing evidence for SEL programs or practices, the
strongly developed Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool would be a useful model for school
leaders to use when exploring resources for social-emotional learning (Metz & Louison, 2018).
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Chapter 3: Project Description
Introduction
Historically, educators have been ill-equipped when it comes to responding to students’
“disruptive, aggressive, oppositional, and noncompliant behavior” (Whitted, 2011, p. 1). As a
result, educators have responded with punitive disciplinary measures that perpetuate the problem
by alienating students from the school setting (Whitted, 2011). These historical responses to
student behavior have also raised concerns regarding the schools’ ability to support “the mental
health and social development needs of students” (Ross & Tolan, 2018, p. 1172). Without the
use of social-emotional learning programs and interventions, many students lack socialemotional competencies and without adequate development of social-emotional competencies,
educators will continue to see adverse effects on student academic performance, behavior and
health (Durlak, et al., 2011). A wide scope of studies have found a more proactive response to
problematic student behaviors, concluding that when universal programs focused on socialemotional learning are carefully selected and implemented within schools, students demonstrate
improved social and emotional skills, attitudes, behaviors, and academic achievement, as well as
improved overall health and development (Durlak, et al., 2011).
While many educators are aware of the growing empirical evidence supporting the use of
SEL interventions, “few schools are using data to inform their decisions regarding the selection,
implementation or assessment of programs and strategies” (Jones, et al., 2017, p. 65). If school
leaders felt more equipped and prepared to engage in an intentional selection process before
implementing SEL programs within their schools, students would receive more appropriate
interventions that lead to enhanced competencies and skills (Durlak, et al., 2011), thus improving
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student behaviors that were said to have reached critical proportions throughout the country
nearly twenty years ago (Safran and Oswald, 2003).
This project provides a process for school leaders to follow as they make more informed
decisions regarding the selection of SEL resources within their schools or districts. In this
chapter, the author will detail the objectives of this project and the corresponding components
that will lead to appropriate implementation. These components include a suggested schedule for
the resource review process, a breakdown of key SEL program or practice competencies, a
resource review model template to be used in collaboration with a list of some research based
SEL resources and the Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018). The
author will then discuss ways to collect data and evaluate the effectiveness of this project when
implemented. Subsequently, anticipated conclusions of implementation will be drawn based on
supporting research in previous chapters.
Project Components
This project outlines a clear process that school leaders can follow when making datainformed decisions to select social-emotional learning resources for implementation in their
schools or districts. As educators consider programs or practices, the Hexagon Discussion and
Analysis Tool (Metz & Louison, 2018) should be combined with other resources to enhance the
exploration and selection process. Safran and Oswald (2003) affirm that positive behavior
systems should include “databased decision making and team collaboration” (p. 361), thus these
resources are designed to support a data team as stakeholders begin their search for appropriate
social-emotional learning resources (Kekahio & Baker, 2013).
The first component of this project, that should be at the forefront of all team
considerations, is the graphic of Core Social-Emotional Learning Competencies (Appendix A)
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described by CASEL as “five core intrapersonal, interpersonal and cognitive competences that
are interrelated and reflect the cognitive, affective and behavioral domains of SEL” (Oberle, et
al., 2016, p. 280). The five core competencies include self-awareness, self-management, social
awareness, relationships skills, and responsible decision-making, and competence in these skill
areas has been deemed critical for positive school outcomes (Oberle, et al., 2016). Therefore,
SEL programming that is considered for use should be focused on these core competencies.
With these areas of focus in mind, school leaders are able to begin utilizing the second
project component, the Social-Emotional Learning Resource Review Schedule (Appendix B) to.
This schedule takes into consideration the suggestions of Metz & Louison (2018), who offer
steps that should be taken before and during the use of The Hexagon Discussion and Analysis
Tool (Appendix C). The author takes into consideration a reasonable timeline for completion of
each step, leading to a 12-week model for exploration and selection. The first four weeks should
be completed prior to use of the Hexagon Tool and should be initiated by school leaders.
Prior to the formation of a data team, school leaders would first determine three SEL
programs to be reviewed. If school leaders are not already aware of existing research-based
programs, they can utilize the Research-Based Social-Emotional Learning Resources List
(Appendix D) to guide their initial selection of the three resources their team will consider.
Further, this list can be used in collaboration with the Social-Emotional Learning Resource
Review Model (Appendix E), which encourages school leaders to disseminate the research they
have on the three selected programs prior to presenting information on those resources to a team.
This Resource Review Model (Appendix E) created by the author takes into consideration the
five core competencies previously addressed (Oberle, et al., 2016), as well as the context of the
study analyzed and aspects of fit and feasibility such as capacity and supports (Metz & Louision,
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2018). District needs and a focus population show be considered during assessment of resources
and subsequently should guide team conversations during use of The Hexagon Discussion and
Analysis Tool (Appendix C). Additional team members to take place during the discussion and
analysis should represent a range of important stakeholders with diverse perspectives (Metz &
Louison, 2018).
After preparing for the use of the Hexagon Tool, the selected team will embark on a sixweek process of reviewing the discussion questions for each of the six indicators, identifying any
additional questions to be considered, and then using the Hexagon Tool to rate each program.
The process for rating a program or practice will happen three times, once for each program
selected for consideration. Each time a program is considered, the team will assess all six
indicators using the 5-point Likert scale clearly described in the third program component, Metz
and Louison’s (2018) Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool (Appendix C). Each program or
practice considered will be done during separate weeks of the schedule and then will be
compared during Week 10 to determine the best program or practice that the team is
recommending for use within their school or district. Finally, the team will engage in two more
weeks of discussion where they will determine next steps for resource implementation and make
a plan for communicating those next steps with additional staff that will be responsible for
preparation and implementation.
Project Evaluation
This project will be assessed in a few different ways. First, in order to determine the
perceived benefits of this 12-week schedule and the embedded components that support
exploration and selection, team leaders will complete the Team Leader Feedback Forms
(Appendix F) before and after use of the SEL Resource Review Schedule (Appendix B). The
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questions will seek to assess stakeholder confidence, knowledge, and beliefs necessary for
adequate exploration and selection of SEL resources specific to their school or district. Similarly,
team members will answer congruent questions using the same 5-point Likert scale on the Team
Member Feedback Forms (Appendix G) to determine the perceived effectiveness of engaging in
this process for exploration and selection.
While these surveys help determine the effectiveness of this project’s process for
exploration and selection, they do not assess school-wide effects of data-informed selection and
subsequent implementation of SEL resources within schools. Therefore, another evaluation tool
should be utilized prior to SEL program or curricula selection and then again following selection
and implementation. This program component is The Annual Behavior Data Analysis Template
(Appendix H). While this project is focused on determining a process for school leaders to
follow when selecting SEL resources so they are more data-informed, the overarching mission of
this author’s work is that adequate SEL program selection will lead to careful implementation.
With an intentionally chosen and implemented program, students should enhance their SEL
skills that help them “get along better with others, do better in school” (Jones, Barnes, Bailey &
Doolittle, 2017, p. 49) and reduce “impulsive behavior, defiance, and oppositional and
aggressive behavior” (Whitted, 2011, p. 5). Therefore, school behavior data should reflect
improvements if a district has engaged in this selection process and then further implemented the
chosen program or practice with the same level of fidelity. Thus, The Annual Behavioral Data
Analysis Template (Appendix H) will ideally reflect a decrease in referrals, detentions,
suspensions and expulsions.
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Project Implementation
This project will be shared with the administration at a K-12 public school district in
West Michigan. Recently, this district received grant money that was intended for a one-time
purchase of a social-emotional learning curricula, program or practice model. This school district
has already begun engaging in a similar process for SEL resource selection and has even utilized
the Hexagon Tool (Metz & Louision, 2018) to guide discussions amongst their SEL Selection
Committee. This project model would only be beneficial if this district determines the need for
ongoing SEL resources and re-engages in the selection process for social-emotional learning
programs next school year. While consistent SEL programming within this school district is
unknown, the district did recently make the decision to employ a PBIS (Positive Behavior
Intervention Support) Specialist at every elementary building in the district who would be
responsible for supporting social-emotional learning programming within each elementary
building. Therefore, if this new team determines the need for cohesive SEL resources to be
implemented within individual schools or across the district, this process may benefit school or
district leaders when selecting appropriate resources for specific populations of students.
Project Conclusions
Using the framework of this project, school or district leaders can create data teams that
engage meaningfully in data-informed decision-making as it pertains to the exploration and
selection of social-emotional learning resources for use within their schools or districts. With
careful consideration of the fit and feasibility (Metz & Louision, 2018) of SEL programs or
practices, educators will select resources that are designed to meet the unique needs of the
populations they serve. In doing so, schools can better implement programming focused on
student development of core SEL competencies such as self-awareness, self-management, social
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awareness, relationships skills, and responsible decision-making, which are critical skills that
lead to positive school outcomes (Oberle, et al., 2016).
This project framework focuses on “databased decision making and team collaboration”
(Safran and Oswald, 2003, p. 361) to support the selection of appropriate social-emotional
learning interventions, which is a crucial step toward data-informed implementation (Durlak, et
al., 2011). Research attests that when social-emotional learning programs are “well designed and
well conducted” (Durlak, et al., 2011, p. 418) the school environment is positively impacted and
student behaviors improve more than through zero tolerance policies and punitive measures that
“fail to teach and promote appropriate behavior” (Kline, 2016, p. 99). In conclusion, improved
student behavior is correlated with the development of core SEL competencies that can only
occur through data-informed exploration, selection and implementation of research-based
programs and practices.

38

References
Aksoy, P., & Gresham, F. M., (2020). Theoretical bases of "social-emotional learning
intervention programs" for preschool children. International Online Journal of Education
and Teaching, 7(4), pp.1517-1531.
Duncan, R., Washburn, I., Lewis, K., Bavarian, N., DuBois, D., & Acock, A. et al. (2016). Can
universal SEL programs benefit universally? Effects of the positive action program on
multiple trajectories of social-emotional and misconduct behaviors. Prevention
Science, 18(2), 214-224. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0745-1
Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., & Schellinger, K. B. (2011).
The impact of enhancing students' social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of
school- based universal interventions. Child Development, 82(1), 405-432.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
Early, B. P., & Grady, M. D. (2017). Embracing the contribution of both behavioral and
cognitive theories to cognitive behavioral therapy: Maximizing the richness. Clinical
Social Work Journal, 45(1), 39-48.
Ervin, R. A., Schaughency, E., Matthews, A., Goodman, S. D., & McGlinchey, M. T. (2007).
Primary and secondary prevention of behavior difficulties: Developing a data-informed
problem-solving model to guide decision making at a school-wide level. Psychology in
the Schools, 44(1), 7-18.
Garner, P. W. (2010). Emotional competence and its influences on teaching and learning.
Educational Psychology Review, 22(3), 297-321.

39

Greenberg, M. T., Domitrovich, C. E., Weissberg, R. P., & Durlak, J. A. (2017). Social and
emotional learning as a public health approach to education. Future of Children, 27(1),
13-32.
Henderson, H. A., & Wachs, T. D. (2007). Temperament theory and the study of cognitionemotion interactions across development. Developmental Review, 27(3), 396-427.
Irvin, L. K., Tobin, T. J., Sprague, J. R., Sugai, G., & Vincent, C. G. (2004). Validity of office
discipline referral measures as indices of school-wide behavioral status and effects of
school-wide behavioral interventions. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 6(3),
131-147.
Jones, S., Barnes, S., Bailey, R., & Doolittle, E. (2017). Promoting Social and Emotional
Competencies in Elementary School. The Future of Children, 27(1), 49-72.
Kekahio, W., & Baker, M. (2013). Five steps for structuring data-informed conversations and
action in education. REL 2013-001. Regional Educational Laboratory Pacific, Available
from: Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL).
Kline, D. M. S. (2016). Can restorative practices help to reduce disparities in school discipline
data? A review of the literature. Multicultural Perspectives, 18(2), 97-102.
LaRocca, B., & Krachman, S. B. (2018). A data-informed approach to social-emotional
learning: Policy recommendations for state and local leaders. A policy brief.
Transforming Education, Inc.
Lawson, G. M., McKenzie, M. E., Becker, K. D., Selby, L., & Hoover, S. A. (2019). The core
components of evidence-based social emotional learning programs. Prevention
Science, 20(4), 457-467.

40

Low, S., Smolkowski, K., Cook, C., & Desfosses, D. (2019). Two-year impact of a universal
social-emotional learning curriculum: Group differences from developmentally sensitive
trends over time. Developmental Psychology, 55(2), 415-433.
Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC:
National Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development
Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, &
Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).
Moustafa, B. M. (1999). Multisensory approaches and learning styles theory in the elementary
school: summary of reference papers.
Murray, J. (2014). Critical issues facing school leaders concerning data-informed decisionmaking. The Professional Educator, 38(1), 1-8.
Oberle, E., Domitrovich, C. E., Meyers, D. C., & Weissberg, R. P. (2016). Establishing systemic
social and emotional learning approaches in schools: A framework for schoolwide
implementation. Cambridge Journal of Education, 46(3), 277-297.
Payton, J. W., Wardlaw, D. M., Graczyk, P. A., Bloodworth, M. R., Tompsett, C. J., &
Weissberg, R. P. (2000). Social and emotional learning: A framework for promoting
mental health and reducing risk behavior in children and youth.
Petrosino, A., Fronius, T., Goold, C. C., Losen, D. J., & Turner, H. M. (2017). Analyzing
student-level disciplinary data: A guide for districts. REL 2017-263. Regional
Educational Laboratory Northeast & Islands, Available from: Institute of Education
Sciences.

41

Portnow, S., Downer, J., & Brown, J. (2015). An increase in emotional support, a reduction in
negative social emotional skills, or both? Examining how universal social emotional
programs achieve reductions in aggression.
Reiner, S. M., & Hernandez, T. J. (2013). Are We Going in the Right Direction? Concerns
about School Counseling, Michigan Journal of Counseling, 39(2), 28-41.
Rose, S. W. (2003). The relationship between Glasser's quality school concept and brain-based
theory. International Journal of Reality Therapy, 22(2), 52-56.
Ross, K. M., & Tolan, P. (2018). Social and emotional learning in adolescence: Testing the
CASEL model in a normative sample. Journal of Early Adolescence, 38(8), 1170-1199.
Safran, S. P., & Oswald, K. (2003). Positive behavior supports: Can schools reshape disciplinary
practices? Exceptional Children, 69(3), 361-73.
Stetsenko, A., & Arievitch, I. M. (2004). The self in cultural-historical activity theory:
Reclaiming the unity of social and individual dimensions of human development. Theory
& Psychology, 14(4), 475-503.
Taylor, R. D., Oberle, E., Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2017). Promoting positive youth
development through school-based social and emotional learning interventions: A metaanalysis of follow-up effects. Child Development, 88(4), 1156-1171.
Waajid, B., Garner, P. W., & Owen, J. E. (2013). Infusing social emotional learning into the
teacher education curriculum. International Journal of Emotional Education, 5(2), 3148.
Wanless SB, Domitrovich CE. Readiness to Implement School-Based Social-Emotional
Learning Interventions: Using Research on Factors Related to Implementation to
Maximize Quality. Prev Sci. 2015 Nov;16(8):1037-43.

42

Weissberg, R. P., Resnik, H., Payton, J., & O'Brien, M. U. (2003). Evaluating social and
emotional learning programs. Educational Leadership, 60(6), 46-50.
Whitcomb, S. A., & Merrell, K. W. (2012). Understanding implementation and effectiveness of
"strong start K-2" on social-emotional behavior. Early Childhood Education
Journal, 40(1), 63-71.
Whitted, K. S. (2011). Understanding how social and emotional skill deficits contribute to school
failure. Preventing School Failure, 55(1), 10-16.
Wood, P. (2020). Emotional intelligence and social and emotional learning: (mis)interpretation
of theory and its influence on practice. Journal of Research in Childhood
Education, 34(1), 153-166.

43

Appendix A
Core Social-Emotional Learning Competencies

44

Appendix B
Social-Emotional Learning Resource Review Schedule

45

Appendix C
The Hexagon Discussion and Analysis Tool

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

46

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

47

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

48

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

49

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

50

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

51

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

52

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

53

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

54

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

55

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

56

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

57

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

58

Reprinted with permission from: Metz, A. & Louison, L. (2018) The Hexagon Tool: Exploring Context. Chapel Hill, NC: National
Implementation Research Network, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Based on
Kiser, Zabel, Zachik, & Smith (2007) and Blase, Kiser & Van Dyke (2013).

59

Appendix D
Research-Based Social-Emotional Learning Resources

60

61

Appendix E
Social-Emotional Learning Resource Review Model

62

Appendix F
Team Leader Feedback Forms

63

Appendix G
Team Member Feedback Forms

64

Appendix H
Annual Behavior Data Analysis Template

65

Appendix I
Permissions

66

